LOWER PAXTON TOWNSHIP
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Minutes of Board Meeting held November 20, 2007

A business meeting of the Board of Supervisorsafér Paxton Township was called to
order at 7:35 p.m. by Chairman William B. Hawk te titbove date in the Lower Paxton
Township Municipal Center, 425 Prince Street, Hdourg, Pennsylvania.

Supervisors present in addition to Mr. Hawk wékilliam C. Seeds, Sr., William L.
Hornung, Gary A. Crissman, and David B.Blain.

Also in attendance were George Wolfe, Township &igm; Steven Stine, Township
Solicitor; Lori Wissler, Planning and Zoning Offigdames Snyder, HRG, Inc., Township
Engineer; Charles Zwally, Mette, Evans and Woodside

Pledge of Allegiance
Mr. Seeds led in the recitation of the Pledge dédibnce.
Approval of Minutes

Mr. Crissman made a motion to approve the minfutes the October 16, 2007 business
meeting and the October 30, 2007 administrativekaluop budget meeting. Mr. Blain seconded
the motion, and the motion was approved unanimously

Public Comment

Mr. Chris Peters, from the Board of Directors foe Linglestown Baseball Association,
explained that in March of 2007 Enders Insuranaeatkd a scoreboard to replace the old
scoreboard that was over thirty years old. He ntitadit would cost the Association $3,100 to
install the sign. He explained that the organizatiponsors five to six fund raisers during the
course of the year to maintain the fields as beshay can, and ,as a result, it would be very

difficult to come up with the funds to install tegn. He requested financial assistance from the



Township to install the sign for the upcoming seaste noted that Mr. Gary Smith, who is in
the audience, has submitted a bid to the Assoaiationstall the sign for the beginning of the
year. He noted that he brought the specificatioitis wm.

Mr. Seeds questioned if this was the sign for t@lel fvith lights. Mr. Peters answered
that it was. He explained that the original sigrswanated by the Thomas Jones Foundation. He
explained that the new sign was ready to be irstabbut the Association does not have the
necessary funds to install the sign. Mr. Seedsdhibtat it would not make sense to install the
sign this close to winter, and he questioned if Reters contacted Mr. Luetchford about this
matter. Mr. Peters answered that the Presideteaf Association tried to make contact with
someone from the Parks and Recreation Departmémiebdid not think anyone was willing to
help out with the installation. Mr. Seeds suggestad Mr. Wolfe could have Mr. Luetchford
take a look at the project. Mr. Wolfe noted thatwwild do that. Mr. Seeds suggested that the
sign installation could be reviewed by staff to makrecommendation for installation.

Mr. Hornung noted that the Association is askingad@ontribution of $3,100 to install
the sign, and suggested that it was a worthwhilse&aHe requested to have Mr. Luetchford look
at what needs to be done. Mr. Seeds noted thatdlevays willing to help make the parks look
better, but he would like to find the most reasdaatny to install the sign by the next baseball
season. Mr. Hawk questioned if the new sign ne¢al®e installed by the next baseball season.
Mr. Peters answered that it did, and that the gigald be supported by steel H-beams and holes
would need to be dug in the ground and it mustdoeired in concrete and lock beams.

Mr. Crissman noted that this request should beaedto writing to identify the specific
needs and how much funds would be needed. Mr.etted that he could do that. Mr. Wolfe
noted that it would be good to direct the requestiin. Mr. Blain questioned if this is a

scoreboard for a public park, could the Public Védblepartment install the sign. Mr. Wolfe



noted that he would have to see what the instaiatquires, but he noted that the Township
would own the sign since it is located in one sfaarks. Mr. Seeds noted that there is an
ordinance or resolution to cover what is permittegublic parks, noting that the sign would fall
within the ordinance requirements. He noted thatitild be very important to check with Mr.
Luetchford on this matter before anything coulddbee. Mr. Hawk noted that he would follow
through on this once a formal request is received.
Chairman and Board Member’'s Comments
None were presented.
Manager’'s Report

Mr. Wolfe noted that the website contains theesicthe for the Fall Leaf Collection that
began in the early part of November, and will condi until the winter weather sets in, or the end
of December or beginning of January. Mr. Hornuoted that residents who mix branches with
their leaves cause the leaf shoot to become clogherkfore, doubling the time and efforts of
the Public Works personnel. He requested that lealyes be placed along the curb for pick up.

Mr. Wolfe noted that residents looking to partatgin a more comprehensive Yard
Waste program may contact the Township for inforomator the annual costs. He noted that
this is a bi-weekly service offered by the Townsthiat would afford the disposal of all yard
waste except for grass clippings that are dispest@dthe regular trash.

Mr. Wolfe noted that the Township is acceptinglagpions for appointments to the
various boards, committees or commissions thastaféed by volunteers. He noted that it could
include the Planning Commission, Parks and Reamr&oard, Friendship Center Operating
Board, Zoning Hearing Board, Shade Tree Commis$tablic Safety Committee, Arts Council
and Recycling Committee. He noted that the appa@ntrapplication can be found on the web

site, and that appointments to these committeddwitonsidered in January 2008.



Mr. Wolfe noted that the Red Top Road Bridge hesnbunder construction since
August, but it should be completed in the nearrkittie noted that this project is sponsored by
Dauphin County. Mr. Blain noted that the constroietis complete, and the workers hope to have
the bridge open by the end of the week.
OLD BUSINESS

Ordinance 07-01; amending the Lower Paxton TownZbning Ordinance
(corrective amendment modifying the new ordinardepéed in 2006)

Mr. Hawk noted that Ordinance 07-01 amends the dro®axton Township Zoning
Ordinance that was adopted in the year 2006. Msshfi explained that these amendments were
initiated by staff after implementation of the J@Q06 Zoning Ordinance. She noted that it was
reviewed by the Township Planning Commission air thene 2007 meeting. She explained that
Dauphin County Planning Commission provided comséntthe Planning Commission at that
time, and the Planning Commission tabled actionl wstaff had time to review Dauphin
County’s comments. Ms. Wissler explained that stefiewed the Dauphin County comments
and provided those comments to the Planning Conmnissnd Board of Supervisors at a joint
meeting. She noted that four additional items wérgther discussed by the Planning
Commission. She noted that creek setbacks werggeldain 50 feet and 75 feet from the top of
the bank; previously the setbacks were 75 feetl@@dfeet. In addition, a single-family detached
dwelling was changed to a Special Exception for @menmercial-Neighborhood District, and
sidewalks slopes were changed to be consistent Witierican Disability Act (ADA)
requirements or 5% grade, whichever is less, iagatrestricted development and residential-
retirement development. She noted that the fowdha was for age-restricted percentages, and
no changes were made to this as it was to remdtnass originally presented with the 60% and

70% option.



Ms. Wissler noted that the Ordinance was revieare@®ctober 1, 2007, by the Dauphin
County Planning Commission, noting that they supgabthe changes with the exception of the
four comments addressed in their letter dated @cttthb2007. She noted that the Lower Paxton
Township Planning Commission approved the Ordinatdkeir October 10, 2007 meeting. The

notices for the public meeting to be held on Noven20, 2007 appeared in The Patriot-News

on November 5, 2007, and November 12, 2007. MssMfisnoted that an attested copy of
Ordinance 07-01 was sent to the Dauphin County Lidmary on October 25, 2007.

Mr. Seeds noted that he had problems with the dments for section 315 D and 319.H.
He explained that it states that the sidewalk shdel consistent with the ADA requirement or
5%, whichever is less. He noted that he did noalletiscussing this issue in the workshop
session with the Planning Commission. He questidr@d an inspector checking a site would
know that it must be under a 5% slope, or would tirge the ADA requirements. He noted that
the Township building inspectors know the Buildi@gde but do not know the ordinances. He
guestioned if the 5% requirement would present aforeement problem for the building
inspectors. Ms. Wissler noted that there was sas®isision on this matter, and staff researched
the issue and that is how they came up with thairegpents. She noted that Mr. Miller typically
does sidewalk inspections and he has been a ptre séview process, however, she stated that
she would communicate the requirements with thédimg inspectors. Mr. Seeds noted that
ADA requires an inch of rise for a foot of slopee Hoted that he did not know how to calculate
the 5% and wanted to make sure this would not er@atenforcement problem.

Mr. Seeds noted that he was opposed to the ageted percentages.

Mr. Stine noted that this was the time and datdaethe public hearing on Ordinance
07-01, to amend the Lower Paxton Township Zoninglitdnce. He questioned if anyone

wished to be heard on this ordinance. Mr. Stineechdhat seeing no response, it would be in



order to close the public hearing on Ordinance 200,7and the Board may take action if it so
desires.
Mr. Crissman made a motion to approve Ordinan@¥A1l, amending the 2006 Lower
Paxton Township Zoning Ordinance by making the rications to the following sections:
Part 1. Administration
Section 102.C.9 is hereby deleted (the remainimgbmred items are renumbered accordingly).
Part 2. Definitions
Section 201.F. is amended to change the refereace“Section 1107 of the Codified Ordinances
of Lower Paxton Township” to "Section 1107, Definits, of the Subdivision and Land
Development Ordinance.”
Section 202:
- The definition of Essential Services is amendgddiding “streets” after “sewage lines.”
- The definition of Related is amended by addingstfcousin” after “nephew.”
- The definition of Wetlands is amended by addimgfollowing: (Note: Wetlands are generally
delineated by a specialist based upon an on-sitssiigation of vegetation, soils and hydrologic
conditions. Hydric soils, as mapped by the U.SuRdtResource Conservation Service, provide an
initial indicator of whether wetlands may be prasen
- Add the following new definition: Creek or Wateaw Perennial. A stream that has water flow
during the majority of the year and is mapped psrannial stream or perennial watercourse on
U.S. Geological Survey mapping.
- The definition of Yard and Yard, Front are amehtg adding the following: If the Township
requires the delineation of a "future or ultimatight-of-way along a public street or highway, then
the minimum yards shall be measured from suchdubawultimate right-of-way line, as opposed to
the existing right-of-way line.

Part 3. Districts

Section 301.D.1 is amended by replacing the festence of the purposes of the CO, Conservation

District, with the following: To conserve importamatural features, such as wetlands, creeks, flood-

prone lands, springs and steeply sloped areas.

Section 306.B.1.e Day Care is amended by addinfptlosving: See definitions for each term in
Section 202 under Day Care, Adult and Day CareldChi

Section 306.B.1.e Group Day Care is amended byhgd@tare for 7 to 12 persons).”



Section 306.B.1.e Family Day Care is amended byngddcare for 4 to 6 persons).”

Section 306.B.2.a CN, Commercial Neighborhood iRisis amended to change Single Family
Detached Dwelling to a Special Exception.

Section 306.B.2.b Bus Stop for Inter-City Bus Sesvis amended to change this use to a permitted
by-right use in the Commercial Neighborhood Distric

Section 306.B.2.f. Day Care is amended by addiaddahowing: See definitions for each term in
Section 202 under Day Care, Adult and Day CareldChi

Section 306.B.2.f Group Day Care is amended byrapt{care for 7 to 12 persons).”
Section 306.B.2.f Family Day Care is amended byrapt{care for 4 to 6 persons).”

Section 307.A. BC, Business Campus District is atedrin the column under "minimum rear
yard" by changing the words “side yard” to “reard/a

Section 308.B regarding wetlands is amended byngddihe Township may require that the
gualifications and any certifications of the personducting the wetland delineation be provided in
writing to the Township. The Township may requhiat a statement be provided on the plan that is
signed by the wetlands delineator stating thatbtands are accurately shown according to a
standard government wetlands manual or that wetlanel not present.

Section 310.B Regrading amended by revising the first sentence toahewing: Non-man-made
slopes of 15 percent or more shall not be distubedraded) prior to the submission of a zoning
site plan, or subdivision or land development plan.

Section 310.D Single Family Dwellings and Steep8&is amended by replacing the text with:
New single family detached dwellings are permitiacslopes that are no greater than 25%.

Section 310.E Steep Slopes and Other lsamended as follows: A lot shall only be usedsfo
building for principal uses other than single fandetached dwellings if the proposed “building
area” includes an average slope of less than 2&per

1. For such uses, the “building area” shall incliatations of all proposed principal buildings and
parking areas that serve such buildings and an2fré@et around such buildings and related
parking areas.

Section 310.F Changes to Building Aedeleted.

Section 310.G.2 is amended by removing “other etitra natural vegetation.”

Section 312.A._Setbacks amended as follows: No new building (excepaaressory storage
shed with a floor area of 150 square feet or les=), or expanded vehicle parking, or business
outdoor storage shall be located within 50 feamnftbe top of the bank of a perennial creek. This
minimum setback shall be increased to 75 feet fitwartop of the bank of a perennial creek within
the AR and CO zoning districts. A perennial crelesdisbe defined as a waterway shown as a
perennial creek on the U.S. Geological Survey cuagle maps.




Section 314.G.9 is amended by revising the worthrifpe following: a. As an option to the
applicant, the applicant may apply for conditions¢ approval from the Board of Supervisors to
approve the following increases in the maximum demsovided in Subsection "8." above. In
such case, only the increase in density shall neaditional use approval.

Section 315.D is amended by rewording the textaédfdllowing: This density bonus shall only be
approved if the development includes an appropsgséem of sidewalks or pathways. At least one
looped portion of a pathway system shall have si@mel a surface that are intended for use by
older persons, with slopes consistent with the Acaais with Disabilities Act (ADA) or no more
than five percent (5%), whichever is less.

Section 318.C.2.a.(3).(a) is amended after “ording addition” by adding “or change in use.”

Section 319.E.8 is amended by adding the folloveis@ permitted by-right use: 8. Meeting and
recreation center that primarily serves residehte@development and their guests, and which may
include a temporary sales office while the develeptms under construction and management
offices for the development after constructionampleted.

Section 319.G.5 is amended by adding the followithgwever, if the RRD is within the IN District,
then the maximum building height may be increase@btfeet, provided the building is not closer
to a lot line or street right-of-way than the bunlglis tall, unless the abutting lot is in common
ownership.

Section 319.G.16 is amended to reword the laseseatto the following: At least one looped

portion of a pathway system shall have slopes asdface that are intended for use by older
persons, with slopes consistent with the Amerieaitis Disabilities Act (ADA) or no more than
five percent (5%), whichever is less.

(new) Section 319.H. Combination of Age-Restrici®d Non-Age-Restricted Developments

1. Within the IN District two adjacent residenttidvelopments may be submitted for approval of
their zoning densities in one application, provideel two adjacent developments are in common
ownership at the time of such zoning density deitegition by the Township and a concept plan is
submitted to the Township showing how the streeéss and open space of the two developments
will be coordinated. Such developments may subsetiyube developed by independent entities,
provided there is compliance with the overall dgndetermination under this Section and any
conditions placed upon such determination by thenship.

2. One of the two developments shall meet all efréquirements of this Section 319, including
being age-restricted. The second development stest the requirements of this Section 319,
except that the second development shall not h&restjto be age-restricted. If approved under
this Section 319.H, then the maximum density ofti@ adjacent developments may be
calculated as an average for the two developmeantdfzey were a single development. At that
time, a maximum density shall be assigned to e&tiredwo developments, provided the
requirements of this Ordinance are met.

3. Section 319.H shall only be allowed to be usedminimum of 60 percent of the dwelling units
in the two developments together would meet theraggiction requirements of Section 319.G.2.,
including a restriction on occupancy by at least parson age 55 or older. In such case, the



maximum average density of the two developmentgnmalculated together, shall not exceed 6
dwelling units per acre.

a. An applicant may choose a second option of lggaiminimum of 70 percent of the dwelling
units in the two developments together meetingatierestriction requirements of Section
319.G.2., including a restriction on occupancy bleast one person age 55 or older. In such
case, the maximum average density of the two dpugats, when calculated together, shall
not exceed 8 dwelling units per acre.

4. For dwellings that are not age-restricted, tkipg requirements of Section 601 shall apply,
instead of the parking standards for Section 319.

Section 320.E.4. Permitted Lot Reductioissamended by replacing the text with the follogi

a. For a Cluster Development in any zoning disti@h public sewage service and central
water service shall be provided.

b. For a Cluster Development in any zoning disthiet minimum yard requirements of the R-2
district shall apply, unless otherwise specified.

c. For a Cluster Development where the replacaddisvas the AR or CO District, the
minimum lot area shall be reduced to 20,000 sqiesmteand the minimum lot width shall be
reduced to 90 feet, with minimum yard requiremenéting the R-1 district. However, if a
tract includes more than 100 acres and the dwslkvij be served by public sewer and water,
then the minimum lot area may be reduced to 7,50@re feet for single family detached
dwellings with a minimum lot width of 60 feet.

d. For a Cluster Development where the replaced mas NOT the AR or CO District, for

single family detached dwellings, a reduction immum lot area to 10,000 square feet shall be
allowed with a minimum lot width of 75 feet. [fGuster Development includes a tract of

more than 100 total acres, then such minimum kx anay be reduced to 7,500 square feet with
a minimum lot width of 60 feet. For all other typefsallowed housing, up to 20 percent
reduction is allowed from the minimum amount ofdarea required per dwelling unit.

e. No specific minimum lot area shall apply for tdwuses, provided the overall density
requirement is met for the tract. Individual dwedks may be held in a condominium
arrangement.

Section 320.K.7.c Open Space Requirement is amessiémlows: Empower the Township to
enforce the covenants in the event of failure ohplance.

Part 4. Specific Uses

Section 402.A.51.(a) is amended to increase thermam length for a grouping of townhouses
from 160 to “200 feet.”

Section 402.A.4 is amended by adding the followthgSee also State Airport Zoning Regulations,
which generally address tall structures withinrtregor approaches to an airport.



Section 403.D.3 is amended by adding the followjnghe applicant shall provide evidence that
the local public transit provider has approvedltoation of the proposed bus shelter.

Section 403.D.9.g is amended to change “one dayédfe sale” to “three days before the sale.”
Part 5. Environmental Protection
Section 504.B.15 is amended to delete the defmitig‘Flood.”
Section 504.B.21 is amended to change “nitrogeritiémgerous nitrogen compounds.”
Section 504.D.1.c.(2) is amended by adding thewoig: The AE floodplain zone shall be the
base flood hazard area shown on the Federal Flaimdiglaps where base floodplain elevations are
provided.
Part 6. Parking
Section 601. Table 6.1:
- Part A.1 is amended to delete “If a vehicle mhesmoved from one space in order to access the
second space, then an additional parking spacklshabailable for each dwelling unit, such as an

on-street space in front of the dwelling or an feer parking lot.”

- Part B.6 is amended by adding the following ia thiddle column: “, or 1 space for every 6 seats
in the largest capacity room in the school, whi@rés more restrictive.”

- Part C.24 is amended to change the middle cobori® per veterinarian.”
- Part E. Industrial Uses is amended to renumbsipéragraph to “Part D.”

Section 602.C.1 is amended by adding the followirigs provision may be used in combination
with subsection “2.” below, as applicable.

Section 603.A. is amended to change “two-family bing’ to “two-family, twin, or townhouse
dwelling.”

Part 7. Signs
Section 704.A.5 Changing Message is deleted.
Section 704.A.34 is amended by adding the followk@onstruction/Contractor Sign shall have a
maximum sign area of 16 square feet. If one sgia multiple contractors, then 16 square feet of

sign area shall be allowed per contractor.

Section 706.C.1 and Section 706.D.1 are amendgz tfiollowing: The maximum area for signs
shall be governed by the tables provided in Sectioh

Section 707.C.7 is deleted.

Section 705.D.12 is amended to delete “Rotatingsamgess panels shall be prohibited.”
10



Section 709.J add the following: “This shall naguiate routine types of seasonal lighting during
November through January, provided the lightingsdoat resemble traffic control devices.”

Part 8. General Regulations, Buffering and Landscaing

Section 803.C is amended by adding the followingNBere grading along a street is necessary to
provide safe sight distances, such grading shalbagrohibited by other provisions of Township
ordinances. Such grading should result in finissleges that are as close to the natural gradiss as
feasible.

Section 803.D. Buffer Yards is amended to the Wihy: Plans for buffer yards and plant screening
shall be reviewed and approved by the Shade Trea@ssion. Buffer yards and plant screening,
complying with the following standards, shall bgu&ed under the following situations, unless a
more restrictive provision is established by ano#igetion of this Ordinance. The Shade Tree
Commission, as it deems necessary, may permit matidn of the following standards to address
specific site constraints or landscaping needs:

Section 803.D.6.e is amended to the following: Aicaar Arborvitae and similar weak-stem plants
shall not be used to meet the buffer yard requirgsaé\ monotonous straight row of the same
species is discouraged. A more naturalistic fofiplanting is encouraged with a mix of species. If
more than 20 evergreen plants are proposed, no tmames0 percent shall be of one species.

Section 803.D.6.g is amended to the following: Bleard of Supervisors, upon recommendation of
the Shade Tree Commission, may approve alterndfier mesigns and locations that serve the same
purpose, particularly when necessary because gtiarsite conditions.

Section 803.D.1 is amended by adding the followhigwever, the minimum buffer width shall be
4 feet within the Village and TND Districts, ancethuffer yard may be waived by the Township as
part of a Traditional Neighborhood Development appt if: a) the business use is built before the
adjacent residential use is sold and b) the apgliseoves compatibility as part of the Master Plan
review by the Township.

Section 804.D.2 is amended by adding the followlhg:parking area includes more than 50 off-
street parking spaces, then a minimum of 5 peraiethie interior of the parking area shall be
landscaped.

Section 804.D.3.e is added as follows: A minimwegetative area shall be provided that includes
at least a 4 feet minimum radius around all sideketrunk of each required deciduous tree within
or adjacent to a parking lot.

Section 804.D Parking Lot Landscapingdeleted (renumbered as Section 804.D.3.e.).

Section 806. DUMPSTER SCREENING AND LOCATIOBlamended by replacing the text with the
following:

Section 806.A Any newly placed solid waste dumpskeall be screened on at least 3 of 4 sides as
necessary to screen views from public streets amdlidgs.

11



Section 806.B Such screening shall consist of derea masonry walls, primarily solid weather-
resistant wood fencing, or fencing of a similar @g@ance (such as solid vinyl post).

Section 806.C. Setback from Dwellings An outdodidsevaste container (other than for paper or
cardboard) shall be kept a minimum of 20 feet fthmlot line of a dwelling on an abutting lot.

Section 806.D If a solid waste dumpster is movedifone part of a lot to another part of a lot, then
it shall come into compliance with this Section 806

Section 806.E This section shall not apply to duemsstemporarily placed during actual
construction or demolition on the premises for tweg|12) months or less.

Section 806.F If a building includes four or mdreelling units and a dumpster is provided, then
there shall be provided at least one solid wastepdter with a lid, which shall be emptied on a
regular basis. The number of dumpsters, capatitypodumpster(s), and the frequency that the
dumpster(s) is emptied shall be sufficient to eashat all solid waste deposited by building
occupants can be stored within the dumpsters witbaid materials being placed on or allowed to
accumulate on the ground.

Mr. Blain seconded the motion.

Mr. Seeds noted that he had a problem in regartietage-restricted percentages as they
related to the number of units with the 60% atwsiits, 70% for eight units, and 80% for 12 unite. H
noted that this ordinance would allow a developdake an adjoining property, include those total
acres, and add the acres of the residential-retinéarea to together to come up with a percentage o
the amount of people over age 55. He noted thabftay’s standards, the age 55 is not very old. He
noted that allowing 60% is not a true residentsirement area. He suggested that the more aceeage
developer has, the more units would be permittethiér parcels were added. He noted that the
Dauphin County Planning Commission had concerristhicould occur, and that the Township
should limit the minimum and maximum sizes of thts Isince someone could take the numbers
associated with the adjoining acreage, and prdada very high density building with a mixture of
retired or senior citizens and end up with higle-apartment house. He noted that he was against the
60-foot height requirement and would prefer thefa@-height requirement.

Mr. Hawk noted that the Dauphin County Commissiartheir letter dated October 1, 2007,

suggested that the Township may want to considelifgiog the proposed regulations at sometime in
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the future. Mr. Seeds strongly stated that thelesggial-retirement percentage should be an 80%
requirement. Mr. Hawk noted that the Board couldsiethese issues at a future workshop session.
Mr. Hawk called for a roll call vote: Mr. Blain, ayMr. Crissman, aye; Mr. Hornung,
aye; Mr. Seeds, nay; and Mr. Hawk, aye.
Mr. Hornung noted that it was necessary to movedod with the amendments, but he
stated that he agreed with Mr. Seeds and the Daupdunty Planning Commission comments,
and requested Mr. Wolfe to put this on a futureksbop agenda.

Resolution 07-50; authorizing the acquisition ghtiof-way from Frank. Laura, and
Kim Whitcomb from property identified as 122 Noitlyes Road

Mr. Wolfe noted that there is a need to acquirmalksliver of right-of-way from the
property that abuts the Thomas B. George, Jr. Radkyn as the cell tower property. He noted
that the property is owned by Frank, Laura and M¥imtcomb and the purchase of this right-of-
way is necessary for roadway improvements thatheilfequired for the driveway into George
Park as it connects with Nyes Road. He noted tfeRiesolution is complete for Board action.

Mr. Seeds questioned if the amount that is beifeyed to the Whitcomb’s is less than
what was originally requested by the owner. Mr. ¥ oloted that the offer amounts to $1.50 per
square foot, and this has been agreed upon by dipery owner. .

Mr. Crissman made a motion to approve ResolutiddvZ80; authorizing the acquisition
of right-of-way from Frank, Laura, and Kim Whitcorfilom property identified as 122 North
Nyes Road. Mr. Blain seconded the motion. Mr. Haalted for a roll call vote: Mr. Blain, aye;

Mr. Crissman, aye; Mr. Hornung, aye; Mr. Seeds; ape Mr. Hawk, aye.
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NEW BUSINESS

Ordinance 07-14; Amending the zoning designatiolaod commonly known as Sportsmen’s
Golf Course, changing existing Institutional, Aatitiral-Residential, and Conservation Districts
to only Institutional and Conservation Districts

Ms. Wissler explained that the Township is propgsan amendment to the Township
Zoning Map for three properties located north afdlestown Road, the larger being the
Sportsman’s Golf Course and two properties to thréhn She noted that the three properties are
currently zoned Conservation, Agricultural-Resiadgnand Institutional Districts. She noted that
the amendment would rezone the three properti€otservation District further to the south,
the Institutional District further to the north,caeliminating the Agricultural-Residential
District.

Ms. Wissler noted that the Planning Commissionesged the amendment at their
October 10, 2007 meeting and recommended the aplppbthe amendment. Ms. Wissler noted
that the surrounding zoning is as follows: to tletim, Conservation District; south, Commercial
Neighborhood District; Agricultural Residential Bist (Blue Ridge Country Club); and to the
east, it is zoned Low Density Residential District.

Ms. Wissler noted that the 2004 Comprehensive'®Rmure Land Use Map showed the
area to be Rural Residential, and the existingofisiee properties are the Sportsman’s Golf
Course and two vacant parcels to the north of difecgurse.

Ms. Wissler explained that the Dauphin County Rlag Commission reviewed the
matter on October 1, 2007, and recommend apprdtbheqgroposed amendment. On November

5, 2007 and November 12, 2007, a public notice agukin_The Patriot -Newsdicating that

the Board would conduct a public hearing at thigting. On October 15, 2007, the Township
mailed notices to property owners surrounding tlea af the proposed rezoning, and on

November 12, 2007, notices were posted on the Isdveeng considered for rezoning.
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Mr. Stine explained that this is the time and datefor a public hearing on Ordinance
2007-14, to amend the zoning designation of thetSp@an’s Golf Course. He questioned if
anyone in the audience wished to be heard on tldsménce.

Mr. Charles Zwally, Mette Evans and Woodside, naked he has spoken on this subject
many times to the Board members, especially ajoiheworkshop meetings with the Planning
Commission. He requested that the Township appittzveoning change described by Ms.
Wissler.

Mr. Zwally noted that his intent is to eliminatetip of Agricultural-Residential zoning,
move the Conservation District line to the soutlhaf property and move the Institutional Zone
line north to join the Conservation District. Hete that the proposal for this land is in the very
early planning stages and would include both sHfgghaily residential and retirement-residential
development. He noted that the request to expan@tmservation District came about as a
result of a detailed topological study that showexlaccurate detail for the land. He noted that
the study indicates that much of the area in thecAjural-Residential zone was relatively flat
and could accommodate the expansion of the Institalt Zone, and the areas north of the
Agricultural-Residential were steep in slope andrapriated for expansion of the Conservation
area. He noted that the steep areas are showre anap in brown, and the flat areas are shown
in green.

Mr. Zwally noted that Continental Drive is desigrite have a northern loop that would
eventually loop to the south to join with the exigtroadway in Susquehanna Township. He
noted that there is flexibility for developmenttsingle-family dwellings located north of
Continental Drive, and the Retirement-Resident@ledlopment located south of Continental

Drive to include some mixture of single-family dueds also.
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Mr. Zwally noted that Union Deposit Corporatiorsirmade a commitment to the Board
of Supervisors that the placement of Continentaréwill be with the consultation of the Board
of Supervisors, prior to developing final plans.

Mr. Zwally noted that the strip of Agricultural-Bidential (A-R) is a fairly narrow strip
and very restrictive in terms of future developmeide noted that the Planning Commission
reviewed and approved the plan, noting that theomastrip of A-R was not feasible to develop.

Mr. Zwally urged the adoption of the zoning ameedirby the Board of Supervisors.

Mr. Matt Dankman, 4075 Deer Run Court, noted thatarea of the Sportsman’s Golf
Course, specifically, hole number five, has a wabalea, and he questioned if the wooded area
would be removed. Mr. Zwally answered that he aittknow since he does not know what
would be developed. He noted that those decisianddabe made during the preliminary
subdivision and land development plans, which wdade to come before the Planning
Commission and the Board of Supervisors.

Mr. Dankman noted that he spoke with someone tf@rDepartment of Conservation
and Natural Resources (DCNR) regarding water rdimssfies, and noted that he requested that
the area south of Continental Drive, in the redidémnetirement area, provide for water run-off
issues when the brush and trees are removed féiottest Hills area.

Mr. Dankman noted that a new Giant Foods Stopeaposed in the area of the old
Vartan Building, and he questioned if a trafficdstwould be completed since Linglestown
Road is already over congested. He noted that #rer&affic issues with Linglestown Road,
noting the current population, especially from shpto 6 p.m. He questioned what would happen
when the area’s population is increased from 2{6()000 people.

Mr. Randell Holmes, 4107 Continental Drive, notledt he owns two properties on

Linglestown Road, one of which abuts the entrandée Sportsman’s Golf course. He noted
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that he has expressed his concerns to Mr. Mahamé:\via. Zwally previously, and that he has
previously appeared before the Board to discusdi@anal Drive. He explained that the
rezoning is a result of the changes to the Commsatie Plan and he is concerned as to how it
would impact his community. He noted that Mr. Zwaldlould be permitted to construct a 75-
foot building for elderly housing adjacent to thegte-family homes. He suggested that the
ordinance should read that there are setbackseofamt for every height of foot. He noted that
he would like to schedule meetings, with the depetpbefore the preliminary plan is proposed,
to discuss traffic calming measures, similar tcsthased in the Estates of Forest Hills. He noted
that he would not want to see Continental Drivednee a highway or a bypass to Linglestown
Road. He noted that he is not at all opposedea#dvelopment, but would like to meet with Mr.
Zwally, as a courtesy to the adjoining residents.

Mr. Holmes questioned what is the net increasteimsity of units by eliminating the A-

R zoning and increasing the Institutional zoning. Bleeds noted that it would be increased from
one unit per 1.5 acre to 12 units per acre. MralBmnnoted that part of that area would be
rezoned to Conservation, so that must also be deresi. Mr. Holmes noted that the people who
live in the area are very sensitive to what happersontinental Drive, and they want to be part
of the discussion.

Mr. Holmes noted that if a 60-foot building is ban the property, the ordinance does
not limit where it could be built, and the applitdas the right to place such a building next to
single-family dwellings. He suggested that thatas good planning. He noted that the residents
are not against the property being developed agdested that Mr. Zwally and his client would
do a good job in developing the land.

Mr. Crissman noted that Mr. Zwally made a commitinen behalf of the developer that

he will meet with the local residents as they peirt plan together. Mr. Zwally noted that he
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made that commitment to the residents. He notadhledandowner has also made that
commitment as well. Mr. Crissman noted that thpetgf arrangement has worked well in the
past. Mr. Holmes suggested that the Estates oSEbti#s is probably the most successful
development on both sides of the Susquehanna Rinkiin the past five years for a single-
family development. He suggested that it is an kxeemodel for developing other areas. He
noted, if the plan recognizes the single-familyunatof the area, and logically converts to some
other type of more intensive development; no onald/quibble with it. He noted that he would
like to be kept informed of the process.

Mr. Seeds agreed that the Forest Hills Developmastvery well done, but it all
depends on the developer. He noted that the proisiéimat the zoning goes with the land and
not the developer. He noted that ownership of&hnel kcould change tomorrow. Mr. Holmes
noted that a zoning change would leave the cabfilte bag, and before you know it, a plan
could be approved that everyone is upset with.

Mr. Hawk noted that the concern for ContinentalvBihas been a concern by all the
Board members, and it would be considered in d@ouns held with the developer.

Mr. Hornung noted that he agreed with Mr. Crisspaard explained that the Board has a
reputation of encouraging developer and communippsrted plans. He suggested that the
citizens would have a lot of input on how the pteiagresses through the process, and he noted
that the developer is highly encouraged to medt thi¢ local residents.

Mr. Samuel Cooper, 4078 Roswell Court, noted tigalives in a cul-de-sac that abuts
the property in question. He questioned Mr. Zwalbyv many units could be built in the area if
the zoning change occurred. Mr. Zwally answeredt hleghas not calculated the total number of
units since the plans are not even in a sketchepinkle noted that a schematic plan, with no

high rise buildings was presented to the Boardilmattis subject to change. He noted that the
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development will definitely be a mix of retiremengisidential and single-family residential. He
noted that under the ordinance provisions, theriReensity is no longer applicable, and would
be reduced to eight units or six units.

Mr. Cooper questioned what type of dwellings woddallowed. Mr. Zwally answered
that townhouses, duplexes, and single-family howmdd be allowed. Mr. Seeds noted that the
Board of Supervisors has no idea what is plannszkst has not reviewed a land development
plan. He noted that the zoning would permit up2aihits per acre, whereas, the A-R zoning
permitted 1.5 units per acre. He noted that therg@l is close to 500 units, versus 60 units for
the 41 acres that Mr. Zwally has asked to rezomendted that it would make quite a difference.

Mr. Cooper noted that various types of housing ldvdne permitted as opposed to what is
allowed in the adjacent properties. He questiohady other uses would be permitted. Mr.
Zwally answered that most of the property is alyezahed Institutional, therefore it allows
standard institutional uses plus the residentitenment use. Mr. Seeds noted that the zoning
would permit hospitals, school, medical facilitiaad parks.

Mr. Cooper questioned if there was a requiremenbpen space in this zone, including
parks and recreation areas. Mr. Zwally noted thertet is a requirement for these uses in the
ordinance.

Mr. Timothy Ritty, 2409 Melbourne Drive, noted thee only learned of the project
recently. He noted that he is greatly concernethlsydevelopment due to ambiguity of the
developer’s plan. He questioned if the ambiguitg ncern of the Board of Supervisors and if
there were a mechanism to see a better definedopfane the zoning is changed. He questioned
how the high density housing could be avoided,esime would not want to see this type of
development built. He questioned at what stagedkielents would fight the development. Mr.

Zwally noted that Mr. Seeds provided the worst casmario by taking the maximum density
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and multiplying it times the acreage. He noted thase who are aware of what is required of
the ordinance know that it is not possible or fel@siHe noted that no plans are required at the
zoning stage, since it is based upon general laadonsiderations. He noted that the reason for
the request for rezoning is due to the narrowné&fse0A-R District, and the lack of feasibility of
developing that land. He noted that the ComprekerBian was based upon topological
information. He explained that once the rezoningranted, then there would be requirements
for the subdivision and land development plans tvinnzist be satisfied. He noted that, given the
requirements of the ordinance, there is no waydrdgvelopment could be built with 12 units
per acre for this site. He noted that there anpestestrictions and many other restrictions for
setback and other requirements. He noted that tlessgctions are built in the ordinance for the
protection of existing residents.

Mr. Ritty noted that he is a research biologist arplained hat he does not know much
about zoning laws but, he would think that thiselepment would have an adverse affect on his
neighborhood for the traffic flow. He noted thag tinaffic on Linglestown Road is very heavily
congested already, and this development would @dddnd affect the quality of life negatively.

Mr. Charles Sproule, 4045 Greystone Drive, ex@dithat he lives in the Stone Gate
Condominium Association that is adjacent to thepprty that is under consideration for a
zoning change. He noted that he and the others3@emets of the Stone Gate Condominium
Association would like to be included in the dissioas with Mr. Zwally. Mr. Zwally noted that
he was aware of the Association.

Mr. Samuel Cooper stated that he was a soliatioStisquehanna Township and to their
Planning Commission for ten years, and has de#tt nvany similar requests. He noted, if the
Board decides to change the zoning at the medtegemedy for a disgruntled resident would

be to go to court. He noted that the subdivisiod land development plan must be submitted to
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the Township for approval, and a developer hasitjie to request a wavier from the
requirements by special exceptions or variancesidted that the Township would decide if it
wished to uphold the requirements of the ordinaneesng that the requirements could be
waived at any time.

Ms. Jill Siddall, 2415 West Bayberry Drive, questd where the developer would get
the public water for the homes. She noted thahsisdived in the Forest Hills Development for
over 19 years, and before she came to the medtengater pressure dropped again. She noted
that every time there is a problem with the systiéray have no water. She noted that she gets
her water from the'6Street Station which is an antiquated buildinge 8bted that this
development would be in between the water plantreandievelopment. She questioned what
would happen to her water pressure. Mr. Stine quesd if she had United Water PA as her
water provider. Ms. Siddall stated that she doasiflihere is a problem in the system, she ends
up with no water. She noted that the weekend a@ttenksgiving, United Water PA normally
shuts down a pump to save money, and when evergdrane, she hardly has any water
pressure. She noted that when United Water PAves@&@nough complaints, then they turn the
pump back on.

Mr. Seeds noted that there is a development peapfus the Patton Road area, and
United Water PA is talking about installing a watiemk up the mountain. He suggested that it
may help Ms. Siddall’s situation. He noted thatlees not aware that there was a water pressure
problem in Forest Hills. Ms. Siddall noted thattak lots on the north side of Continental Drive
are fed by a well. She explained that two years slge had no water for two days.

A gentleman noted that he lives on Cameron Coudtfar two to three days a month he
has no water pressure at all. He noted that heoldby United Water PA that thé'Gtreet

Plant that is responsible to supply the ForessHi#tvelopment with water needs two additional
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substation auxiliary pumps to get the water frosmHome to north of Continental Drive. He
noted that he doesn’t have enough pressure tovaatez all the time, and there is a need to
ensure that there would be enough water for th@®2p@ople who live there. He noted if United
Water PA can’t supply the water now, how they wdoddable to do it with the additional
homes.

Dr. Mark Guise, 2336 Forest Hills Drive, notedttha is a practicing veterinarian, and
has an animal clinic. He noted that he had a conicerthe deer herd that runs through the
Forest Hills area. He noted that he is stronglyoseg to the rezoning of the land that is adjacent
to the Sportsman’s Golf Course near Forest Hilis®rHe noted that the current situation is one
of a balanced eco-system. He noted to overly deviéle area would negatively impact the
system. He noted that in Connecticut, over-devekagrhas led to the rise of Lyme’s disease in
humans and other species. He noted that reseamigensticing an impact to other eco-systems,
such as the agriculture and non-agricultural system

Dr. Guise noted that an erroneous statement wds @atahe Planning Commission
meeting. He noted that the areas in question, rdr@ontinental Drive, and all points north,
were stated to be a flat surface. He stated timtgmot true, as this begins the greatest change
slope along that corridor. He noted that rezoming development of these slopes would create
more water run-off than could be adequately handiiedexplained that currently, four
properties are being impact by one situation ofropprly deposited fill with little to no water
retention devices. He noted that this has charfgedvater flow off the mountain in both an
easterly and westerly direction. He noted thattfiese reasons, he would request the Board of
Supervisors to cast a no vote for the rezoning.

Joyce Fenstermacher, 4427 Avon Drive, explainatighe was the first realtor in Forest

Hills and lived there from 1977 until 1991. Sheatbthat she did not sell homes on Continental
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Drive because she knew that it was planned toa@u f€olonial Road to Crums Mill Road, but
she explained that the Planning Commission deadgthst that. She noted that she is
concerned about traffic. She noted that the traffid.inglestown Road is terrible and that is
PENNDOT's fault. She noted that Susquehanna Towrisés gotten PENNDOT to widen their
roads to three and four lanes. She requested thaskhap to contact PENNDOT and ask them if
they could extend Linglestown Road to four lanestaad of three lanes.

Mr. Stine noted that since there were no moreipwomments, it would be in order to
close the public hearing on Ordinance 2007-14,taadBoard may take action if it so desires.

Mr. Hawk noted that, in addition to the commentdm by the public, he noted that there
are also comments made by the Dauphin County Rigr@ommission. He noted that the
Dauphin County Planning Commission supported thenmg request, but emphasized that
there would be an increase in traffic in the area @ the higher density.

Mr. Crissman noted that, in addition to Dauphiru@y’s comments, the Planning
Commission reviewed the plan on October 10, 20@7racommended approval of the
application.

Mr. Hornung noted that he had a concern with #esimg of Ordinance 07-01, as the
Ordinance made significant changes to the Instihati zoning. He noted that he would like to
discuss this at the next workshop meeting to makanaendment to the numbers contained in
that ordinance. He noted that he would like toldad prior to making a change in the zoning
since he had some concerns with having the Ingtitat zoning next to a residential zoning. He
noted that there would need to be significant buftebetween the two zones. He noted that the
buffering should be added to the Ordinance, podhé rezoning of the property.

Mr. Seeds noted that Mr. Hawk cited that the Da@ounty Planning Commission did

recommend approval, but when you read betweernrtas, lwhat they were saying is that the cat
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is already out of the bag. He noted that the Baas in error in rezoning the land that was
already rezoned Institutional. He noted that ihtligf the density and traffic issues, it was a
mistake. He noted that the 2004 Comprehensive ¢died for this area to remain low density,
and now it is zoned Institutional that allows hignsity development.

Mr. Seeds noted that he has the highest regarddricZzwally, and his clients, Mr.
Mahoney and Mr. Boyd. He noted that they have damhatuch to the community and
Pennsylvania with the Boyd Big Tree Conservancynblied that his remarks have to do with
density and traffic on Linglestown Road. He notieak the does not want to see four lanes on
Linglestown Road and he is very concerned withnigne Giant store to be built on Linglestown
Road.

Mr. Seeds noted that he has not walked the lamtlifahe land has steep slopes, then it
should be rezoned to Conservation, all of it. ldeed that it would alleviate the density that
would occur on the lower area that is already zdnstitutional. He noted if the Board allows 41
more acres to become Institutional, there is therg@l to have 500 more units on that land. He
noted that there are 52 acres involved in the riegpand 41 would become Institutional, with
11 rezoned to Conservation. He noted that thisesigs a movement backwards, and if there is
a motion to approve the rezoning, he would voteresgat.

Mr. Blain noted that Union Deposit Corporatiorais audit client of the Company that he
works for, and he is an active manager for themrendould abstain from voting on this issue.

Mr. Crissman noted he agreed with Mr. Hornung laadvould like to discuss the zoning
amendment further before taking action on this phn Hornung noted that he would not
necessarily turn down the rezoning request, butdeels to investigate it further, and define the

Institutional zone more before he would vote toorezthe land.
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Mr. Hornung questioned if it would be more propetable the action. Mr. Stine noted
that the Board could table the consideration, betBoard has to take action to grant the
rezoning within 60-days, otherwise, it would haweyb back to a public hearing. Mr. Hawk
guestioned if it would be better to take no acabmall. Mr. Stine note that the applicant would
need to make another request to the Planning Castoniand another public hearing would
need to be held. Mr. Seeds questioned what wouddraif the Board would table action. Mr.
Stine stated that a decision must be made withida§@ of the public hearing.

Mr. Hornung questioned if the rezoning was appdoaad the Zoning Ordinance was
amended, would the zoning requirements be undesutrent zoning or amended zoning. Mr.
Stine answered that that the zoning requirementgdime affective from the date of the
submission of the preliminary plan.

Mr. Crissman suggested that it would be in the imésrest to table the agenda item
because it forces the Board members to addresssihe as opposed to passing it aside and then
delaying the developer. Mr. Stine noted that issdoake sense. Mr. Crissman made a motion to
table Ordinance 2007-14, amending the zoning das@mof land commonly known as
Sportsmen’s Golf Course, changing existing Insonl, Agricultural-Residential, and
Conservation Districts to only Institutional andrGervation Districts. Mr. Hornung seconded
the motion.

Mr. Hornung noted that the interested parties@gairticipate in the alteration of the
Institutional zone as the Board moves through tieegss. Mr. Hawk noted that the sentiment
for those present at the meeting is that the Boanadd take a more critical look at the
Institutional zoning, and he invited people to attéhe meeting. A question was asked how the
residents would know when the meeting would be.h&ld. Wolfe noted that it would be

published on the website. Ms. Wissler stated tbatgould call the office also. Mr. Hawk noted
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that there is a tremendous amount of building goimdgpehind the current location for the Giant
Store in Susquehanna Township. Mr. Crissman nbt&ickthe traffic is very difficult on
Linglestown Road, especially since the new higlostfs located on that road. He noted that
there are only two major north/south corridors awler Paxton Township off of Linglestown
Road, Mountain Road, Colonial Road, and ProgresnAg in Susquehanna Township.

Mr. Hawk called for a roll call vote: Mr. Blaiapstain; Mr. Crissman, aye; Mr. Hornung,
aye; Mr. Seeds, aye; and Mr. Hawk, aye.

Mr. Cooper questioned if the motion to table shtacally to table sometime later in the
same meeting, and he suggested that a motion tpqmesis more proper, to note that action
would be taken at some future time. Mr. Stine resieal that the Board of Supervisors have
never adopted the Roberts Rule of Order as itsiaffiules to run the meetings, therefore, a
tabling is whatever the Board chooses it to be.

Resolution 07-48; amending the scope of work fareexditure of funds under the
Township’s General Obligation Bonds of 2002

Mr. Wolfe explained that this resolution allow® thownship to use 2002 bond funds to
perform work in the Asylum Run Sanitary Sewer nbasin. He noted that the Asylum Run
Basin is scheduled for rehabilitation at a cos$&b million. He noted that project is not
currently eligible for bond funds, however, if tBeard adopts the Resolution, and the Authority
takes similar action at their meeting on Novemi&r2D07, then the bond funds could be
applied to the Asylum Run Mini-Basin as well astagr Paxton Creek projects.

Mr. Seeds questioned if this was as a resultsafudisions held in the budget meetings to
determine if funds could be used for the Asylum Ramitary Sewer Mini-Basin. Mr. Wolfe
answered yes. Mr. Seeds questioned if Mr. Tom Sniidiad counsel, agreed that this would be
a permitted use for the bond funds. Mr. Wolfe arsede/es. Mr. Seeds questioned if Mr. Smida

would prepare a letter voicing his opinion. Mr. \iéoéxplained that Mr. Smida would be
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attending the November 27, 2007 Authority Meetidg. Seeds questioned if Mr. Smida was of
the opinion that the funds could be used for th@um Run Sanitary Sewer mini-basin. Mr.
Wolfe answered yes.

Mr. Crissman made a motion to approve Resolutl@®v248, amending the scope of
work for the expenditure of funds under the Towp&hGeneral Obligation Bonds of 2002. Mr.
Blain seconded the motion. Mr. Hawk called for k call vote: Mr. Blain, aye; Mr. Crissman,
aye; Mr. Hornung, aye; Mr. Seeds, aye; and Mr. Haayle.

Change Order #6 with Liberty Excavators, Inc. farkvperformed at George Park

Mr. Wolfe explained that this change order isfthal change order in the amount of
$4,268.00, and was provided to the Township by fitypbExcavators for work performed at the
Thomas B. George Jr. Park. He noted that it i$’stahd Township Engineer‘s recommendation
to authorize the change order.

Mr. Blain questioned if detail was provided foetbums that they were affected by the
change order. Mr. Wolfe noted that the amount wg268.00. Mr. Blain questioned if the detail
exhibited as to how much was payroll, profit, éfic. Wolfe noted that the entire amount was for
insurance funding.

Mr. Seeds questioned if this change order wagdaoeral construction, such as dirt
moving. Mr. Wolfe answered that it was, and exdithat when Liberty Excavators was
awarded the job, it extended far beyond what theaydxpected due to the PENNDOT Highway
Occupancy Permit issues that still have yet togselved for Nyes Road. He noted that during
that period of time, even though they were not wagkthey had to carry a performance bond,
and they are requesting reimbursement. Mr. Seeelstigned if this was due to no fault of
Liberty Excavators or the Township. Mr. Wolfe notédt that was correct, and was the result of

delays in utility work.
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Mr. Crissman questioned if it was for the extensibthe owner’s liability. Mr. Wolfe
answered that it was for the performance bond sien

Mr. Crissman made a motion to approve Change Gt@l¢o Liberty Excavators in the
amount of $4,268.00. Mr. Blain seconded the motidn Hawk called for a voice vote, and a
unanimous voted followed.

Right-of-Way Agreement with the Township and PPIptovide electric service to the
Cellular tower to be constructed at the Public Veddcility at 5975 Locust Lane

Mr. Wolfe explained that this agreement providasHPL to provide electric service to
the Cellular tower to be constructed at the PubMarks facility at 5975 Locust Lane.

Mr. Seeds questioned if all this work would be emglound. Mr. Wolfe answered that
this work would be overhead, except for the portioat cuts through the parking lot. Mr. Seeds
guestioned if it would cause any difficulty, in theure, for the Township to further expand the
site. Mr. Wolfe noted that the Township must allBRL to provide power, or they won't build
the Cellular tower. He noted that it would takeauportion of the Township property, and staff is
aware of the location and does not feel that ithdvdn@ an insurmountable problem. He noted
that the power line and tower would provide sometations for expansion in the future.

Mr. Blain made a motion to approve the right-ofywegreement with the Township and
PPL to provide electric service to the Cellular éowo be constructed at the Public Works
facility at 5975 Locust Lane. Mr. Crissman secahttee motion. Mr. Hawk called for a voice

vote, and a unanimous voted followed.

2008 Municipal Planning Advisory Service Agreemeetween the Township
and the Dauphin County Planning Commission

Mr. Hawk noted that this is a standard agreentaitthe Township enters into with the

Dauphin County Planning Commission every year twige services to the Township.
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Mr. Blain made a motion to approve the 2008 MyratiPlanning Advisory Service
Agreement between the Township and the Dauphin §dlanning Commission. Mr. Crissman
seconded the motion. Mr. Hawk called for a voiceeyand a unanimous voted followed.

Motion to accept the proposal from Brown, Schukeridan, and Fritz to audit the accounts of

the Township for the 2007 fiscal year and to aufteothe advertisement of a resolution
appointing this firm as the official auditor of thewnship of said fiscal year

Mr. Wolfe explained that the cost for serviced#oprovided by Brown, Shultz,

Sheridan, and Fritz to audit the accounts for tberiship for the 2007 fiscal year are estimated
as follows: for the Township it would cost $23,a8at would include a fee of $2,800 for the
Friendship Center, and for the Township Authottihg cost would be $12,000. Mr. Seeds
guestioned if the fee was higher than last yeaes Mr. Blain noted that it was a 5% increase,
but considering the new auditing standards thag leen implemented, the 5% increase is very
reasonable.

Mr. Wolfe noted that the Audit Committee has rexee the proposal and recommends
that the Supervisors authorize the fees.

Mr. Blain made a motion to accept the proposahfiBrown, Schultz, Sheridan, and Fritz
to audit the accounts of the Township for the 2fddal year, in the amount of $23,000 for the
Township to include the Friendship Center, and @12 for the Lower Paxton Township
Authority, and to authorize the advertisement oésolution appointing this firm as the official
auditor of the Township of said fiscal year. Mrig<Sman seconded the motion. Mr. Hawk called

for a voice vote, and a unanimous voted followed.

Preliminary subdivision plan for Locust Grove Dey@hent, Section L

Ms. Wissler explained that this plan was tabledigy/Planning Commission on

September 9, 1998, due to the comments generatédvayship staff. She explained that the
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Township has not received a time extension frondthesloper, therefore, she requests that the
Board members act on the denial for the plan.

Mr. Seeds questioned if this plan was recentlyrsttbd to the Township. Ms. Wissler
answered that this plan was submitted in 1998.9¢eds suggested that there was a recent
subdivision plan submitted for this land, suggestimt the developer has gone in a different
direction. Ms. Wissler noted that staff has revidwige plans for the land several times, noting
that the developer has attempted to get a sewenmesgs from the adjoining property, but she
stated that she did not recall seeing anotherfplathis property.

Mr. Crissman questioned if the property owner idssa time extension. Ms. Wissler
explained that she spoke to the developer todayaddhem to come to the meeting if they
wished to speak regarding the denial, and no opessent for the plan to make any comments.

Mr. Blain made a motion to deny the preliminarpdiwision plan for Locust Grove
Development Section L. Mr. Crissman seconded theomaMr. Hawk called for a voice vote,
and a unanimous voted followed

Resolution 07-49 acceptance of the dedicationregst in Quail Hollow, Phase Ili

Ms. Wissler noted that this resolution authoritesacceptance of parts of Thicket Lane,
Brooke Lane, and Scott Meadow Court, that is lat@iePhase 1l of the Quail Hollow
development. She noted in August, 2007, she dreth@escrow account with Commerce Bank,
and staff is requesting that the roads be apprérededication, and that the Township use those
escrow funds to complete the outstanding publiccan@ments for those three streets.

Mr. Crissman made a motion to accept ResolutiecA®)7accepting the dedication of the
three listed streets in Quail Hollow, Phase Ill..Blain seconded the motion. Mr. Hawk called

for a voice vote, and a unanimous voted followed.
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IMPROVEMENT GUARANTEES
Mr. Hawk noted that there were two improvement gatges for consideration.

The Townes at Autumn View

A reduction in a letter of credit with M & T Bank the amount of $40,103.25 with an
expiration date of June 18, 2008.

Wyndhurst Manor, Phase 3

A new bond with Developers Surety and Indemnityn@any in the amount of
$594,500.00 with an expiration date of July 17,8200

Mr. Crissman made a motion to accept the two imgmoent guarantees as presented. Mr.
Blain seconded the motion, and the motion carrigghimously.

Payment of Bills

Mr. Seeds made a motion to pay the bills of LowextBn Township and Lower Paxton

Township Authority. Mr. Blain seconded the motiand a unanimous vote followed.
Adjournment
There being no further business, Mr. Blain madeation to adjourn the meeting. Mr.

Crissman seconded the motion, and the meeting adjdwat 9: 15 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Maureen Heberle
Recording Secretary

Approved by,

Gary A. Crissman
Township Secretary
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